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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1. New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in this 
application because the drawings (Figs. 15A-20, 22A, 23 & 25A-26) are dark and hard 
to read. Applicant is advised to employ the services of a competent patent draftsperson 
outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no longer prepares new 
drawings. The corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The requirement for corrected drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Siefert 
(U.S. Patent Number 5,904,485). Referring to claim 1 , Siefert discloses storing non- 
numeric information in a database, wherein the non-numeric information is selected 
from the group consisting of words and sentences (resources within the repositories); 
assigning numeric coding to the non-numeric information, the numeric coding 
configured to permit a computer to search the database for non-numeric information 
(column 9 lines 20-22: Lesson 13); presenting one or more lessons to test a user's skills 
relative to the particular subject of grammar (Lesson 13 is given to the student and then 
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assessed); utilizing a guide having parameters for identifying the appropriate numeric 
coding for each lesson (the examiner views this limitation as the numeric codes each 
lesson receives, for example, the lesson numbers are given based on the order the 
lesson was developed), whereby as the user progresses through each lesson, the 
computer searches the database to select and display appropriate non-numeric 
information (the examiner views this limitation as the contents of Lesson 13) to the user 
based upon the numeric coding (Lesson 13) and the guide parameters for the 
respective lesson (column 9 lines 14-19: what needs to be learned, for example, 
analytic geometry). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siefert in view of Sotomayor (U.S. Patent Number 5,708,825). Referring to claim 2, 
Siefert discloses the limitations recited in claim 1 . Siefert does not disclose wherein 
each word is assigned a numeric code based on the grammatical use of the word in a 
sentence. However, Sotomayor teaches wherein each word is assigned a numeric 
code based on the grammatical use of the word in a sentence (column 16 lines 13-17). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include wherein each word is assigned a numeric code based on the 
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grammatical use of the word in a sentence, as disclosed by Sotomayor, incorporated 
into Siefert in order to have the words with different parts of speech assigned a value 
accordingly. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siefert/Sotomayor and further in view of Ma et al. (U.S. Publication Number 
2002/0172926). Referring to claim 3, Siefert/Sotomayor discloses the limitations recited 
in claim 2 and wherein the guide provides the computer program with the appropriate 
values of the appropriate numeric codes to be used for each lesson (for example, 
Lessons 1 -1 3 of Siefert). Siefert/Sotomayor does not disclose whereby the computer 
program will read the numeric codes of a sentence and determine, based on the guide, 
if each respective sentence is appropriate for use in the respective lesson. However, 
Ma et al. teaches whereby the computer program will read the numeric codes of a 
sentence (Fig. 2: the sentence pattern section LS102) and determine, based on the 
guide, if each respective sentence is appropriate for use in the respective lesson 
(paragraph 0017: provides the corresponding test problems). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
whereby the computer program will read the numeric codes of a sentence and 
determine, based on the guide, if each respective sentence is appropriate for use in the 
respective lesson, as disclosed by Ho et al, incorporated into Siefert/Sotomayor in order 
to present the corresponding test problems. 

7. Claims 4 & 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. and further in view of Ho et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
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5,967,793). Referring to claim 4, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. discloses the limitations 
recited in claim 3. Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. does not disclose wherein the computer 
program further comprises a testing section in which sentences are generated randomly 
within the limits established by the guide. However, Ho et al. teaches wherein the 
computer program further comprises a testing section in which sentences are generated 
randomly within the limits established by the guide (Fig. 1 : Question Generator 110). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include wherein the computer program further comprises a testing section in 
which sentences are generated randomly within the limits established by the guide, as 
disclosed by Ho et al, incorporated into Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. in order to develop 
questions that pertain to a particular subject. 

Referring to claim 5, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al., as modified by Ho et al., discloses 
wherein in the sentences generated are within certain parameters established by the 
user of the program (Fig. 2: the Sentence Pattern Section LS102 of Ma et al.). 
8. Claims 6 & 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siefert/Sotomayor and further in view of Ma et al. (U.S Publication Number 
2002/0172926). Referring to claim 6, Siefert/Sotomayor discloses the limitations recited 
in claim 2. Siefert/Sotomayor does not disclose wherein each word in each sentence is 
assigned a letter code based on the use of the word in the sentence. However, Ma et al 
teaches wherein each word in each sentence is assigned a letter code based on the 
use of the word in the sentence (Fig. 2: the English Word Section LS00). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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include wherein each word in each sentence is assigned a letter code based on the use 
of the word in the sentence, as disclosed by Ma et al., incorporated into 
Siefert/Sotomayor in order to form a step-by-step course system. 
Referring to claim 7, Siefert/Sotomayor, as modified by Ma et al., teaches wherein the 
letter codes available for a user to use are displayed in a selection menu, the selection 
menu having explanations associated with the letter codes, whereby the user can 
access the explanations if the user so desires (Fig. 2 of Ma et al.). 
9. Claims 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. and further in view of Nutting (GB 2127201 A). 
Referring to claim 8, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. discloses the limitations recited in 
claim 7. Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. does not disclose wherein one sentence at a time 
is displayed, whereby the user must properly identify the grammatical function of the 
words in response to displayed questions. However, Nutting teaches wherein one 
sentence at a time is displayed, whereby the user must properly identify the 
grammatical function of the words in response to displayed questions (Fig. 3). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to include wherein one sentence at a time is displayed, whereby the user must properly 
identify the grammatical function of the words in response to displayed questions, as 
disclosed by Nutting, incorporated into Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al. so that the user will 
only have to concentrate on one question at a time. 

Referring to claim 9, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al., as modified by Nutting, teaches 
wherein after the user has attempted to identify all of the word functions in response to 
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displayed questions, the user will click a button and the computer program will 
determine if all of the word functions were properly identified (the examiner views this 
limitation as whether the answers were correct or incorrect of Nutting), whereby if all of 
the word functions are properly identified by the user, the computer will display the next 
sentence (page 1 lines 45-55 of Nutting). 

Referring to claim 10, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al., as modified by Nutting, teaches 
wherein after the user has attempted to identify all of the word functions in response to 
displayed questions, the user will click a button and the computer will determine if all of 
the word functions were properly identified, whereby if not all of the word functions are 
properly identified by the user, the computer color codes the answer to distinguish the 
right answers from the wrong answers, allowing the user and an instructor to easily 
recognize any problems the user may be having (Figs. 3-5 & page 3 line 55- page 4 
lines 24 of Nutting). 

Referring to claim 11, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al., as modified by Nutting, teaches 
wherein a score is generated, the score comprising the number of correct user attempts 
as a percentage of the number of total user attempts (abstract of Nutting). 
Referring to claim 12, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al., as modified by Nutting, discloses 
wherein the program further comprises a pre-course assessment test to be completed 
by a user to determine the user's aptitude and knowledge of grammar (entire document: 
assessment of Siefert). 

10. Claims 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting and further in view of Truluck et al. (U.S. 
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Patent Number 6,353,447). Referring to claim 13, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting 
discloses the limitation recited in claim 12. Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting does not 
disclose wherein the program further enables an instructor to input data and retrieve 
data to perform an administrative task, the task selected from the group consisting of 
creating a syllabus, monitoring user progress, interacting with users, generating reports, 
and combinations thereof. However, Truluck et al. teaches wherein the program further 
enables an instructor to input data and retrieve data to perform an administrative task, 
the task selected from the group consisting of creating a syllabus, monitoring user 
progress, interacting with users, generating reports, and combinations thereof (abstract: 
further monitors the user's progress). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the ability to monitor user's 
progress, as disclosed by Truluck et al., incorporated into Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et 
al./Nutting in order to see if the user has successfully complete the activities. 
Referring to claim 14, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., 
teaches wherein the input data are selected from the group consisting of the length of a 
designated academic term, number of classes, dates of all scheduled class periods, 
school closing dates, days of week on which classes meet, total minutes in a class 
period, number of student users, user name, user class year, and combinations thereof 
(Fig. 3: Which day(s) of the week would you like to study? of Truluck et al.). 
Referring to claim 15, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., 
teaches wherein the syllabus is comprised of data selected from the group consisting of 
the amount of time allocated to complete each lesson, date when each lesson is to be 
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completed, description of the daily lecture and tutorial activities that the instructor plans 
to provide, and combinations thereof (Fig. 3: What date would you like to complete this 
product? of Truluck et al.). 

Referring to claim 16, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., 
discloses wherein the retrieved data is selected from the group consisting of the time it 
takes user to complete each lesson, user progress versus the syllabus, total user time 
for all lessons completed, average user time per lesson completed, scores, grades, 
lessons completed, and combinations thereof (abstract: scoring of Nutting). 
Referring to claim 17, Siefert/Sotomayor/Ma et al./Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., 
teaches wherein the program utilizes retrieved data to generate reports (column 6 lines 
23-27: the examiner views this limitation as inputting information in order to have a plan 
developed of Truluck et al.). 

1 1 . Claims 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Siefert in view of Nutting and Truluck et al.. Referring to claim 18, Siefert 
discloses providing g a computer program product embodied on a computer readable 
medium 

and executable by a computer, the computer program product comprising computer 
instructions and a database comprising words and sentences (resources within the 
repositories); providing a computer for reading and operating the computer program 
product, the computer comprising a microprocessor, input means and display means 
Fig.1 : the student PC's: it is inherent that all PC's have these elements). Siefert does 
not disclose inputting data into the computer to generate at least an academic term 
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calendar and syllabus; generating and displaying on the display means a sentence and 
asking a user to provide answers by identifying the word function of respective words 
provided in the sentence; comparing the answers given by the user to the correct 
answers in the computer database to yield results; displaying the results and indicating 
correct answers in a first manner and incorrect answers in a second manner; whereby 
the user will review the results and modify the incorrect answers, the modified answers 
will be compared to the correct answers and the correct modified answers will be 
indicated in a third manner; and generating and storing user data for retrieval and 
review. Nutting teaches generating and displaying on the display means a sentence and 
asking a user to provide answers by identifying the word function of respective words 
provided in the sentence (Figs. 3-5); comparing the answers given by the user to the 
correct answers in the computer database to yield results (page 2 lines 1 17-120) and 
displaying the results and indicating correct answers in a first manner (page 3 lines 69- 
72) and incorrect answers in a second manner (page 3 lines 72 & 73); whereby the user 
will review the results and modify the incorrect answers, the modified answers will be 
compared to the correct answers and the correct modified answers will be indicated in a 
third manner (page 3 lines 73-80). It would have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include generating and displaying on the 
display means, comparing the answers given by the user and displaying the results, as 
disclosed by Nutting, incorporated into Siefert so that the user can concentrate on one 
question at a time, find out whether the user has inputted a correct/incorrect answer and 
be able to distinguish between the correct/incorrect answers. Nutting does not teach 
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inputting data into the computer to generate at least an academic term calendar and 
syllabus and generating and storing user data for retrieval and review. However, 
Truluck et al. teaches inputting data into the computer to generate at least an academic 
term calendar (calendar 72) and syllabus (Figs. 3-5: Study Plan) and generating (the 
examiner views this limitation as the development of the study plan) and storing user 
data for retrieval and review (the examiner views this limitation as being able to retrieve 
an existing study plan) (column 6 lines 23-27). It would have obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include inputting data, generating 
and storing, as disclosed by Truluck et al., incorporated into Siefert/Nutting in order to 
develop study plan and be able to access and existing study plan for user. 
Referring to claim 19, Siefert/Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., teaches wherein the 
input data are selected from the group consisting of the length of a designated 
academic term, number of classes, dates of all scheduled class periods, school closing 
dates, days of week on which classes meet, total minutes in a class period, number of 
student users, user name, user class year, and combinations thereof (Fig. 3: Which 
day(s) of the week would you like to study? of Truluck et al.). 
Referring to claim 20, Siefert/Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., discloses wherein 
the user data for retrieval and reviews is selected from the group consisting of the time it 
takes user to complete each lesson, user progress versus the syllabus, total user time 
for all lessons completed, average user time per lesson completed, scores, grades, 
lessons completed, and combinations thereof (abstract: scoring of Nutting). 
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Referring to claim 21, Siefert/Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., further comprising 
the step of generating reports based on the user data (column 6 lines 23-27: the 
examiner views this limitation as inputting information in order to have a plan developed 
of Truluck et al.). 

Referring to claim 22, Siefert/Nutting, as modified by Truluck et al., discloses providing a 
computerized pre-course assessment test to be completed by a user to determine the 
user's aptitude and knowledge of grammar (entire document: assessment of Siefert). 

Citation of Pertinent Prior Art 
12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Safran, Sr. (U.S. Patent Number 6,685,476) teaches a computer-based educational 
learning for grammar. 

Ho et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,836,771) teaches a learning method and system based 
on questioning. 

Sachs (U.S. Patent Number 3,981 ,087) teaches where a computer displays whether a 
student selected answer is correct or incorrect and tallies the total number of items done 
and the number of items done correctly. 

Bender (U.S. Patent Number 3,690,878) teaches a device with a sheet that advances to 
the next frame when a correct answer is chosen. 

Ziv-el (U.S. Patent Number 6,302,698) teaches a method and apparatus for on-line 
teaching and learning while using color-coded methods. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kesha Frisby whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8774. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Wed. 7-3pm, Thu. 6:30-4pm & 
Fri. 7-4pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Olszewki can be reached on 571-272-6678. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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